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liamentary system in that society as to make possible its
continued functioning. But those ends and that validity
were denied by the Labour Party. It did not propose
to work the parliamentary system for capitalist ends, but
for ends incompatible with these. The result of this
antithesis of purpose is one that the Conservative Party
has faced. But it cannot be said that the Labour Party
has begun to do so.
Capitalism in a period of crisis, I have said, is bound
to readjust social standards to the conditions in which
it can resume the making of profit. It cannot have con-
fidence in any other conditions. It has habituated not
merely its votaries, but a large mass of the population
to the belief that social wisdom is the creation of those
conditions. Its conceptions of law and order are wholly
adjusted to them. Bad trade has meant a decline, good
trade a rise in wages, quite independently of the com-
plexion of the Government in power. Periods of indus-
trial crisis—witness the great depression of 1929—have
necessarily been periods in which business men, on their
premisses quite logically, have called for a halt in social
amelioration by Government action. The thesis of the
Labour Party proceeds independently on these assump-
tions. Its programme calls for the acceptance of principles
which business men have always declared to be unwork-
able; and by its insistence on the right to operate its own
principles within the framework of parliamentary govern-
ment, it in fact invites capitalists to co-operate in their
own abdication. Put from the capitalists' angle, this may
be summarized by saying that the Labour Party invites
the capitalist to co-operate in achieving the economic
ruin of the country.
And the ground for this invitation is the inherent right,
in a parliamentary democracy, of the majority to rule.
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